Calendar No. 209 


84TH CONGRESS і SENATE ў REPORT 
No. 205 


1st Session 


ALLOWANCES FOR FORMER PRESIDENTS AND THEIR 
WIDOWS 


৮৮11, 20 (legislative day, APrIL 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


{To accompany 8S. 1516] 


The Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 1516) to provide retirement, clerical assistants, and 
free mailing privileges to former Presidents of the United States, and 
for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably 
aoe with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The principal purpose of this bill is to make provisions for meeting 
the living expenses and office expenses of former Presidents of the 
United States. The bill also provides for pensions of $10,000 a 
year for widows of former Presidents. The bill would be applicable 
with respect to Presidents whose terms of office are already ended and 
also with respect to Presidents whose terms of office end in the future. 

There are many reasons why legislation of this character is desirable 
and should be enacted. The Presidency is the greatest office within 
the gift of the American people. The words and deeds of the man who 
holds it are of vast significance not only to Americans but to the 
people of all the world. We expect—and rightly so—that he who 
holds that office should dedicate himself with a consuming and single- 
minded purpose to discharging the duties of his office to the best of 
his ability. In return, we should do all we can to relieve his mind of 
concern over his personal affairs. This is not only a matter of equity, 
it is a matter of good business for the American people. The financial 
cost of maintaining the Presidential office is infinitesimal in relation 
to the critical importance—even the life-and-death importance—which 
its decisions have in the lives of all of us. 

The interest of the American people in the President does not cease 
when his term of office has ended. Neither does his obligation to 
maintain the dignity of that great office, nor his opportunity to be of 
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2 ALLOWANCES FOR FORMER PRESIDENTS AND THEIR WIDOWS 


service to‘the public good. There has been wide recognition of the 
fact that a man who serves as President gains a unique and invaluable 
experience thereby, and that somehow the benefit of this experience 
should’ be made available for public service. There have been a 
numberof proposals as to how this might best be done. We do not 
at this time propose any definitive solution of this matter. We agree 
that the way should be open to utilize the services of former Presidents 
when that is appropriate. We are inclined to the view that no attempt 
should be made to establish a fixed pattern for doing this, but rather 
that it should be left to be determined,in, the circumstances of each 
particular case. However, this is perfectly clear to us; the matter 
ought not to be determined on the basis of financial stringency in any 
case. In other words, when and if any former President can be called 
upon for public service, there ought to be no financial bars standing 
in the way. 

Moréover, any man who serves as President by that very fact be- 
comes an important public figure for the-rest of his life. Whether or 
not he is thereafter called on for any official service, there are many 
demands upon him in the form of public appearances, correspondence, 
ahd otherwise. These are legitimate demands and they should be 
met; but they can entail substantial expenditures. 

With all this, we expect a former President to engage in no business 
or occupation which would demean the office he has held or capitalize 
upon it in any improper way. ‘There are many ways in which a former 
President can earn a large income, but ought not to. Paradoxically, 
while his earning power is greatly increased by the fact of his having 
been President, the field in which it is right and proper for him to use 
his earning power may well be narrowed far beyond that which is 
available to other men. We believe that a former President should 
take very seriously his obligation to maintain the dignity of that office 
insofar as it appertains to him for the remainder of his life. It follows 
that there is an obligation upon the Government to see that it is 
financially possible for him to do so without hardship to himself and 
his family. 

Some men who find themselves in this position may be wealthy 
enough individually to meet all the demands upon them without 
financial difficulty. But we do not want to depend on this. With 
the Presidency, as with other political offices, the opportunity of hold- 
ing office and meeting its demands should not be confined to the 
wealthy. In short, the Government should provide adequate com- 
pensation and other facilities for former Presidents to enable them 
without financial hardship to maintain the dignity of the great office 
they have held, to meet the public demands upon them, and to make 
themselves available for further public service whenever they are 
called upon in appropriate cases. 

In the judgment of the committee, this bill (S. 1516) makes reason- 
able provisions for this purpose. 

The first subsection of the bill, as reported, provides that each former 
President of the United States shall be entitled, as long as he shall live, 
to receive a monetary allowance at the rate of $22,500 a year, payable 
monthly by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Subsection (b) provides that the Administrator of General Services 
shall provide for each former President and administrative assistant, 
@ secretary, and other secretarial and clerical assistants. All these 
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ALLOWANCES FOR FORMER PRESIDENTS AND THEIR WIDOWS 3 


staff assistants are to be selected and their respective rates of com- 
pensation fixed by the former President; but their aggregate compen- 
sation is not to exceed the aggregate authorized for the staff of a 
Senator from the least populous State of the Union. 

Subsection (c) provides that the Administrator of General Services 
shall furnish suitable office space for each former President, located in 
a Federal building at such place within the United States as the 
former President shall specify. 

Subsection (d) provides the franking privilege for mail sent by each 
former President. ‘The postal revenues are to be reimbursed out of 
the general funds of the Treasury in an amount equal to the postage 
which would otherwise be payable on such mail. ‘This is in line with 
the policy established by the Congress last year for the reimburse- 
ment of the Post Office ‘Department for penalty or franked mails. 

Subsection (e) provides that the widow of any former President 
shall receive a pension at the rate of $10,000 a year. The Congress 
has from time to time in the past provided pensions at the rate of 
$5,000 a year for some of the widows of former Presidents by special 
legislation applicable to particular cases. This bill would establish 
a provision of general applicability for widows of former Presidents 
and would fix the rate at $10,000 for those who are already receiving 
pensions as well as any additional ones not now receiving pensions. 

Subsection (f) contains a definition of the term “former President.” 
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84TH CONGRESS і SENATE і REPORT 
Ist Session No. 206 


EMERGENCY ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS IN DISASTER 
AREAS 


APRIL 20 (legislative day, APRIL 18), 1955.— Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Јонхѕтох of South Carolina, from the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 1628) 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1628) to provide relief to farmers and farmworkers suffering 
crop losses or loss of employment because of damage to crops caused 
by drought, flood, hail, frost, freeze, wind, insect infestation, plant 
disease, or other natural causes, having considered the same, report 
thereon with a recommendation that it do pass with amendments. 

This bill, with the committee amendments, would permit the 
Secretary of Agriculture to allot additional acreage for the production 
of cotton, corn, peanuts, rice, tobacco, or wheat in any area in which 
a natural disaster has destroyed or severely damaged a crop important 
to the economy of the area. The additional acreage for any crop 
would not exceed the smaller of 500,000 acres or 3 percent of the 
national acreage allotment for the commodity. 

While applicable to any natural disaster, the bill was introduced as 
a result of the freeze in late March which severely damaged crops in a 
number of states. But for acreage limitations, other crops might be 
planted to provide the farmers who have suffered this disaster with 
some cash income and to provide the farm labor in those areas with 
employment. Your committee feels that relief from this disaster 
should be given if at all possible. The committee amendments would 
limit the bill to relief to alleviate the effect of natural disasters and 
would provide the Secretary with complete discretion, within the 
maximum limits provided by the bill, as to the extent of the relief 
which may be given. 
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2 EMERGENCY ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS IN DISASTER AREAS 


DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 11, 1956 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in response to a telephone request on 
April 5 from the clerk of your committee asking for the Department’s views on 
5. 1628. 

The purpose of 8. 1628 is to provide relief to farmers adversely affected by 
weather or other natural disasters. It authorizes and directs the Department to 
increase farm acreage allotments of farmers who apply for an increase and whose 
livelihood is endangered by the destruction or damage by natural hazards of one 
or more of their important crops. The amount of increase to be granted in such 
cases is to be that acreage which, together with the other crops produced on the 
farm, will enable the operator to earn a livelihood for himself and his family. 
The Department would be limited in the acreage to be used in this manner to the 
smaller of (1) 500,000 acres, or (2) 3 percent of the national allotment established 
for any commodity. 

The economic effect of disasters is recognized and the difficulties of the farmers 
affected are sympathetically understood. It is the desire of the Department to 
alleviate insofar as possible the difficulties caused by disaster. The Department 
is in complete accord with the laudable purpose of this bill which is to help relieve 
farm distress wrought by natural disasters. However, we believe the acreage 
allotment and marketing quota programs are not the proper vehicle for providing 
such relief. As you are aware, the purpose of these programs is to help keep 
production in line with effective demand. However, the provisions of this bill 
are contrary to this purpose. 

All of our major crops except peanuts are in surplus supply, and for the first 
time in many years, acreage allotments are in effect for corn, wheat, cotton, 
tobacco, peanuts, and rice. 

We oppose 8. 1628 for the following reasons: 

1. It would be difficult to administer. Disasters of varying intensity occur in 
many parts of the country almost every year. There are few farmers who could 
not justifiably claim that they have suffered severe damage from the vicissitudes 
of weather, disease and pests at one time or another during the growing season. 
This could involve us in a continuous review and adjustment of allotments of 
individual farmers adversely affected. It appears unfair that farmers adversely 
affected late in the growing season could receive no relief from this source, whereas 
their neighbors adversely affected at an earlier date, could. Also, it would be 
difficult, if not impossible to determine how much increase in allotment should 
be granted to individual producers How much acreage would be required of 
any crop to assure a livelihood for the operator and his family, taking into con- 
sideration other crops on the farm and the size arid economic status of the farm 
family, would involve the exercise of judgment decisions by our more than 3,000 
farmer committees, which neither they nor we could discharge with a fair degree 
of accuracy or equity as between farmers. 

2. The bill would be expensive to administer. As you are aware, our present 
budget includes $39 million a year to administer acreage allotment and marketing 
quota programs. -The additional work in making necessary adjustments entailed 
in carrying out the bill would add greatly to the present expense. The exact 
amount would be difficult to determine in the absence of experience. In addition 
to the administrative expense, additional program expense would be involved in 
supporting the price of the commodities grown on the additional acreage allotted 
over and above that presently authorized or required. 

3. The bill would set a dangerous precedent by using acreage allotment pro- 
база for insurance or relief purposes which they are not designed to serve. The 

ill is completely contrary to recent legislation authorizing additional reductions 
in burley tobacco acreage allotments to adjust supplies in line with demand. 
The additional allotments called for by this bill can only serve to further aggravate 
existing disparities between supplies and market outlets for crops under control. 
Producers of basic commodities who are making very steep reductions in their 
acreage in an effort to bring about better balance in production should not be 
required to shoulder the burden of providing disaster insurance. Disasters are 
a matter of concern to everyone, and we believe that any relief granted should be 
through recovery measures in which the general public participates. 
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EMERGENCY ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS IN DISASTER AREAS 3 


Under existing law the Department has authorized the making of emergency 
loans to eligible farmers who have suffered substantial losses as a result of the 
recent freeze and are not able to obtain from other established sources the credit 
needed to continue their normal operations, including the maintenance and care 
of orchards. Although it is expected that these loans will be repaid as rapidly as 
possible, consideration is given to the circumstances of the farmers in each area 
in the determination of terms and security policies relating to the making of these 
loans. 

If the Congress feels that something more than the disaster loans or drought 
feed programs presently provided by legislation is needed, such relief should be 
provided outside the acreage allotment and marketing quota program 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 
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Calendar No. 211 


847TH CONGRESS SENATE REPORT 
1st Session 


SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN THE NATIONAL FORESTS 
APRIL 20 (legislative day, APRIL 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, sub- 
mitted the following 


REPORT 


[То accompany 8. 1079] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1079) to provide for the sale of certain lands in the national 
forests, having considered the same, report thereon with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass with amendments. 

S. 1079, with the amendments recommended by your committee, 
would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell isolated parcels 
or narrow projecting strips in the national forests at not less than the 
appraised value. Because of the irregularities of the boundaries of the 
national forests and the inclusion of tracts of privately owned lands 
within such forests, it has been found that a number of tracts could 
not be administered effectively. This bill would authorize the Secre- 
tary to sell such lands, thereby making national-forest lands more 
contiguous and their administration more efficient. 

The bill, as introduced, would authorize the Secretary to sell lands 
immediately adjacent to urban areas when he found such lands suit- 
able for private ownership and better adapted to commercial, agri- 
cultural, residential, or other private purposes, than to national-forest 
purposes. The committee has other legislation on this same subject 
pending before it and believes that further study must be made of 
these proposals. Accordingly, it recommends that the bill be amended 
by eliminating the authority for sale of lands for this purpose. 

The report of the Department of Agriculture on the bill is attached. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 14, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR ELLeENDER: Reference is made to your request of February 16 
rd a report on S. 1079, a bill to provide for the sale of certain lands in the national 
orests. 
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2 SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN THE NATIONAL FORESTS 


We recommend enactment of this bill. 

S. 1079 would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell to private owners 
at not less than appraised value and under such terins and conditions as he deems 
appropriate, national-forest lands which are (1) isolated parcels or narrow pro- 
jecting strips, or (2) lands immediately adjacent to urban areas. Before offering 
any lands for sale the Secretary would be required to find that the lands to be 
offered are suitable for private ownership and better adapted to commercial, 
agricultural, residential, or other private purposes than to national-forest purposes 

8. 1079 is identical to a draft bill submitted by this Department on March 12, 
1954, to the chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture in response to a 
request for the Department’s views on H. R. 2725 and H. R. 2105 of the 83d 
Congress. The Department’s recommendation was introduced in the last 
Congress by Congressman Hope as H. R. 8880 and again has been introduced in 
the 84th Congress in the House by Mr. Hope as H. R. 4004. 

National-forest lands consist, for the most part, of those reserved from the 
public domain by Presidential proclamation, those purchased under the Weeks 
law, and lands acquired in exchange for other lands or timber, As a consequence, 
some of the national forests have irregular boundaries. Furthermore, there are 
many tracts within national-forest boundaries that are either privately owned or 
in other public ownership. For example, the gross area within national-forest 
boundaries on June 30, 1954 was 221.6 million acres, but only 180.4 million acres 
of this area had national-forest status. Because of boundary irregularities and 
the intermingling of other land with national-forest land, situations arise where 
it is difficult or impossible to effectively administer small areas of land in national- 
forest ownership which are isolated from other national-forest land, 

Most of the national-forest area is located in the western United States where 
substantial expansion in population and agricultural and industrial development 
is under way. Many cities and large towns within, adjacent to, or near, national 
forests are expanding rapidly in the West. Sometimes such expansion is hindered 
because of nearby national-forest land which cannot be made available for resi- 
dential or other urban purposes except under permit. 

If enacted, the Department would not interpret S. 1079 as authorizing any 
large-scale disposal of the national forests. We would not interpret it as au- 
thorizing through sale any change in the national-forest system or, for example, 
the sale of valuable national-forest timberlands which can be efficiently admin- 
istered as part of the sustained-yield timber management program of the national 
forests. However, S. 1079 would offer a means by which this Department could 
dispose of small areas to private owners, which it cannot effectively administer, 
and also meet the need for urban expansion. 

With respect to the authority ЕА the bill would provide to sell isolated 
parcels or narrow projecting strips, the Department would plan to implement such 
authority mainly outside established national-forest boundaries, when it is im- 
practical to exchange the lands for areas within national-forest boundaries, only 
when the lands offered for sale cannot be effectively administered, and only when 
they are residual areas or remnants involving only a few acres to a few sections 
in size. 

With respect to the authority which would be provided by the bill to sell to 
private owners national-forest lands adjacent to urban areas, the Department 
would construe that authority as applicable mainly to the larger metropolitan 
areas, cities, and towns. We would rarely use it for smaller towns, and believe 
that*areas which are used only for summer home purposes would not qualify as 
“urban” within the meaning of 8, 1079. There is another bill before the Congress, 
H. R. 426, which would authorize establishment of townsites of not to exceed 
640 acres of national-forest lands, their division into town lots and their sale. 
We favor this bill and believe it would better meet the need for expansion of 
small towns than would 8. 1079. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that from the standpoint of the program of 
the President there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE 1). Morse, Acting Secretary. 
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EXTENSION OF SPECIAL LIVESTOCK LOANS 
Aprit 20 (legislative day, Aprit 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Мг. Акем, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, sub- 
mitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 1372] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 1372) to amend the act of April 6, 1949, to extend the 
period for emergency assistance to farmers and stockmen, having 
considered the same, report thereon with a recommendation that it 
do pass without amendment. 

S. 1372, introduced at the request of the Department of Agriculture, 
would extend for 2 more years the period for making special livestock 
loans authorized by Public Law 115 of the 83d Congress. 

This emergency credit has helped considerably in the adjustment 
of the livestock industry made necessary by drought and other market 
conditions. As pointed out in the attached letter from the Acting 
Secretary of Agriculture, True D. Morse, these conditions continue 
to exist and there is further need for this type of credit. 


DEPARTMENT OF ÅGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 3, 1955. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. Presipent: There is attached a copy of a proposed bill which would 
amend the act of April 6, 1949, as amended (Public Law 115, 83d Cong.), to extend 
the lending authority authorized thereby. 

The present lending authority authorizes the making of special livestock loans 
from the revolving fund to established producers and feeders of livestock during 
a period of 2 years following the approval of the act, which is July 14, 1953. Hence 
the lending authority pursuant to this act will expire on July 14, 1955. The pro- 
posed bill would extend to July 14, 1957, the period during which such loans may 
be made, and would authorize the making of special livestock loans thereafter 
mms livestock producers who are then indebted for such loans already made. 

cause of the extended drought in many areas, and because livestock operators, 
generally, have not yet had sufficient time to overcome losses sustained as a result 
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of the market conditions which prevailed in 1953, we think the proposed extended 
lending authority is needed. We think, also, that the proposed authority to make 
loans to indebted borrowers after July 14, 1957, is important as a means of protect- 
ing the Government’s investment in loans which have not been repaid by that 
time, and in affording worthy indebted borrowers who are not then in position to 
return to their normal sources of credit, additional time for working out of their 
financial difficulties. 

Since special livestock loans are made from the revolving fund, which includes 
collections on loans as received, it is not contemplated that the proposed extended 
lending authority would require the appropriation of additional funds. We do 
not think loans for any future year would exceed $20 million. These loans are 
processed by employees of the Farmers’ Home Administration along with their 
regular duties, and for this reason, very little additional administrative cost would 
be involved. 

The Department recommends the enactment of this proposed legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this proposed legislation to the Congress for its consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
Trur D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


ACT OF APRIL 6, 1949, AS AMENDED 
SPECIAL LIVESTOCK LOANS 


(c) For a period of [two] four years from the effective date of this subsection 
loans for $2,500 or more may be made to established producers and feeders of 
cattle, sheep, and goats (not including operators of commercial feed lots) who 
have a good record of operations, but are unable temporarily to get the credit 
they need from recognized lenders and have a reasonable chance of working out 
of their difficulties with supplementary financing. After the expiration of the 
period specified herein, such loans may be made only for supplementary advances to 
producers indebted for loans made under this subsection. The loans may be made 
on such security as the borrower has available and for the time reasonably required 
by the needs of the borrower but not exceeding, in the first instance, a period of 
three years. The creditors of the applicant will not be asked to subordinate 
their indebtedness but must be willing to work with the borrower to the extent 
of executing standby agreements for such periods of time as is reasonably necessary 
to give the borrower a chance to substantially improve his situation. The loans 
shall bear interest at the rate of 5 per centum per annum and shall be made on 
such other terms and conditions as the Secretary shall prescribe. The loans shall 
be subject to approval by a special committee appointed by the Secretary to 
serve for the particular area as determined by the Secretary. Loans exceeding 
$50,000 shall also be approved by the Secretary. The committee shall consist 
of at least three members appointed by the Secretary from local persons having 
recognized knowledge of the livestock industry. The committee shall perform 
such additional functions under this Act, including general direction of the 
servicing of the loans, as the Secretary may prescribe. The members shall serve 
at such compensation as the Secretary shall determine not exceeding $25 for each 
day spent on the work of the committee and shall be entitled to receive trans- 
portation costs.and per diem in accordance with standard Government travel 
regulations. о 
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ALLOCATION OF REA FUNDS 


Apri 20 (legislative day, Aprit 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[То accompany S. 153] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 153) to amend the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, 
having considered the same, report thereon with a recommendation 
that it do pass with an amendment. 

The present law requires that funds for making rural electrification 
loans be allocated among the States largely on the basis of the per- 
centage of unelectrified farms in each State. This formula has proven 
unsatisfactory in recent years due to the large percentage of farms 
now electrified and the demands for further service for electrification 
systems already in operation. As a result, it has been necessary to 
appropriate additional funds to take care of loan needs. Enactment 
of S. 153 would eliminate the necessity of appropriating such reserve 
funds, and immediate action on the bill is recommended. 

The bill was referred to a subcommittee which held a hearing and 
reported favorably to the committee. The report of the subcom- 
mittee and the report from the Department of Agriculture are hereby 
attached as a part of this report. 


Report oF SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
ох 5. 153, APRIL 20, 1955. 


Your subcommittee to whom was referred the bill (S. 153) to amend the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936, having considered the same, report thereon with the 
unanimous recommendation that it do pass with an amendment. 

This bill would repeal the provisions of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 
which require 50 percent of the annual sum available to REA to be allotted among 
the States on the basis of the number of unelectrified farms and not more than 
10 percent of the remainder to be allotted to any one State. Since 92.3 percent 
of the Nation’s farms are now electrified, this basis for allotment is no longer 
suitable, prevents allotment on the basis of need, and makes appropriation of 
additional funds necessary. 
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Your subcommittee conducted hearings which are available in printed form. 
The bill has the approval of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, the National Farmers: Union, the Coop- 
erative League of the USA, and the National Grange, as wel! as the Department 
of Agriculture. The first four of these organizations, however, recommend that 
the bill be amended to retain the annual unelectrified farm survey. Your sub- 
committee believes that this survey, apart from its use in the allotment formula, 
furnishes valuable information to Congress and the Administrator both in carrying 
out the purposes of the act and otherwise. The cost of the survey is about $3,000 
annually and your subcommittee recommends its retention. This could Бе 
accomplished by inserting on page 1, in line 11, after the period, the following: 
“The Administrator shall, Within ninety days after the beginning of each fiscal 
year, determine for each State and for the United States the number of farms 
not then receiving central station electric service.” 

The report of the Department of Agriculture is attached. 

Husert H. Humpurey, Chairman. 
W. Kerr Scorr. 
Kart E. Munpr. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., February 8, 1955. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of January 12, 1955, 
for a report on S. 153, a bill to amend the Rural Electrification Act of 1936. The 
bill eliminates provisions governing the allotment of electrification loan funds 
among the several States. 

We favor enactment of the bill and urge its consideration at the earliest possible 
date. The 1956 budget recommends a $35 million reserve authorization for rural 
electrification loans which would be available ‘‘only if the provisions in effect 
January 1, 1955, of the allotment formulas set forth in paragraphs (c) and (d) of 
section 3 of said (Rural Electrification) Act are not repealed by a law enacted by 
the Ist session, 84th Congress.” Enactment of 8. 153 prior to consideration of 
and action upon the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill for fiscal 1956 
would eliminate the need for inclusion of the $35 million reserve loan authoriza- 
tion conditionally recommended in the budget. 

Subsections (c), (d), and (e) of section 3 of the Rural Electrification Act as en- 
acted and now in force prescribe a formula for the allotment of electrification loan 
funds, Fifty percent of the annual amount made available by the Congress must 
be allotted for loans in the several States in the proportion which the number of 
their unelectrified farms bears to the total number of unelectrified farms in the 
United States. Not more than 10 percent of the remaining 50 percent and of any 
carried-over funds may be loaned in one State or in all of the Territories. 

In 1936 when the Rural Electrification Act was enacted, then available statis- 
tics showed about 1 out of 10 of our farms receiving central station electric service. 
There were large disparities between the individual States in respect to the per- 
centage of farms electrified, ranging from 0.9 percent in Mississippi to 53.9 percent 
in California. 

The allotment formula served the very useful purpose of assuring distribution 
of electrification loan funds where needed. It has now outlived its usefulness. 
As of June 30, 1954, it is estimated by REA that 92.3 percent of the Nation’s farms 
are electrified. Farm electrification in 31 States exceeds the national average; in 
43 States more than 85 percent of the farms are electrified. 
` The need for electrification loan funds can no longer be measured accurately 
on the basis of unelectrified farms. The only sound criteria are whether the loan 
is needed to accomplish the purposes of the act and whether it will meet statutory 
requirements. It is increasingly apparent that the greatest need for loans will 
arise where improvements must be made in systems built during the early days 
of rural electrification and where new or additional power sources must be pro- 
vided to meet steadily growing demands for electricity on the farm. 

Elimination of the allotment limitations will contribute to the more expeditious 
and effective conduct of the rural electrification program by (a) providing flexi- 
bility in its administration and making loan funds available for lending where 
and as needed rather than as prescri by rigid limitations which are no longer 
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valid for the purpose for which they were established and (b) reducing annual 
requirements for loan funds which because of the existing limitations have neces- 
sarily been in excess of total actual loan needs. It will also remove the necessity 
for annual surveys of unelectrified farms which are burdensome and now needless. 

The Congress has to some extent already been apprised of the need for re- 
examining the validity of these statutory limitations. Suggestion that the for- 
mula be changed was made on the floor of the Senate as early as May 18, 1949, 
during discussion of the provision for additional contingent electrification loan 
funds in the 1950 Agriculture Appropriation Act. The 1952 budget recom- 
mended elimination of the formula and the 1954 budget proposed a modification 
to permit freer use of the additional contingent amounts to be provided for that 
year. Amendments to the 1954 Agriculture Appropriation Act carrying out the 
budget proposal were offered from the floor of both the House and the Senate. 
Points of order were sustained. against both amendments on the basis of their 
being legislation in an appropriation bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX, of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change ìs proposed is shown in roman): 


RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ACT OF 1936, AS AMENDED 


* * * Е ж ж 

Е(с) Fifty per centum of the annual sums herein made available or appropriated 
for loans for rural electrification pursuant to sections 4 and 5 of this title shall be 
allotted yearly by the Administrator for loans in the several States in the propor- 
tion which the number of their farms not then receiving central station electric 
service bears to the total number of farms of the United States not then receiving 
such service. The Administrator shall, within ninety days after the beginning of 
each fiscal vear, determine for each State and for the United States the number of 
farms not then receiving such service, 

[(d) The remaining 50 per centum of such annual sums shall be available for 
rural electrification loans in the several States and in the Territories, without 
allotment as hereinabove provided, in such amounts for each State and Terri- 
tory as, in the opinion of the Administrator, may be effectively employed for the 
purposes of this Act, and to carry out the provisions of section 7: Provided, how- 
ever, That not more than 10 per centum of said unallotted annual sums may be 
employed in any one State, or in all of the Territories. J 

Ге) (c) If any part of the annual sums made available for the purposes of this 
Act [shall not be] are not loaned or obligated during the fiscal year for which 
[such sums] they are made available, such unexpended or unobligated sums shall 
be available for loans by the Administrator in the following vears or years [without 
allotment: Provided, however, That not more than 10 per centum of said sums for 
rural electrification loans may be employed in any one State or in all of the 
Territories}. The Administrator shall, within ninety days after the beginning of 
each fiscal year, determine for each State and for the United States the number of farms 
nol then receiving central station electric service. 

0) (d) * * *. 

Sec. 4. The Administrator is authorized and empowered, from the sums 
hereinbefore authorized, to make loans for rural electrification to persons, corpora- 
tions, States, Territories, and subdivisions and agencies thereof, municipalities, 
people’s utility districts and cooperative, nonprofit, or limited-dividend asso- 
ciations organized under the laws of any State or Territory of the United States, 
for the purpose of financing the construction and operation of generating plants, 
electric transmission and distribution lines or systems for the furnishing of electric 
energy to persons in rural areas who are not receiving central station service, and 

















4 ALLOCATION OF REA FUNDS 


loans from funds available under [the provisions of sections 3 (d) and 3 (e) but 
without regard to the 10 per centum limitation therein contained,] section 3, to 
cooperative associations for the purpose of enabling said cooperative associations 
and municipalities to the extent that such indebtedness was incurred with respect 
to electric transmission and distribution lines or systems or portions thereof 
serving persons in rural areas, to discharge or refinance long-term debts owed by 
them to the Tennessee Valley Authority on account of loans made or credit 
extended under the terms of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as 
amended: Provided, That the Administrator, in making such loans, shall give 
preference to States, Territories, and subdivisions and agencies thereof, munici- 
palities, people’s utility districts, and cooperative, nonprofit, or limited-dividend 
associations, the projects of which comply with the requirements of this Act. 
Such loans shall be on such terms and conditions relating to the expenditure of 
the moneys loaned and the security therefor as the Administrator shall determine 
and may be made payable in whole or in part out of the income: Provided further, 
That all such loans shall be self-liquidating within a period of not to exceed thirty- 
five years, and shall bear interest at the rate of 2 per centum per annum; interest 
rates on the unmatured and unpaid balance of any loans made pursuant to this 
section prior to September 21, 1944, shall be adjusted to 2 per centum per annum, 
and the maturity date of any such loans may be readjusted to occur at a date not 
beyond thirty-five years from the date of such loan: And provided further, That 
no loan for the construction, operation, or enlargement of any generating plant 
shall be made unless the consent of the State authority having jurisdiction in the 
premises is first obtained. Loans under this section and section 5 shall not be 
made unless the Administrator finds and certifies that in his judgment the security 
therefor is reasonably adequate and such loans will be repaid within the time 


agreed. 
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84TH CONGRESS t SENATE { REPORT 
Ist Session No. 210 


ELIGIBILITY FOR CONSERVATION PAYMENTS 
APRIL 20 (legislative day, APRIL 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 1573] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 1573) to repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, having considered the same, report thereon with a 
recommendation that it do pass without amendment. 

H. R. 1573 would eliminate the requirement that in order to be 
eligible to receive agricultural conservation payments beginning with 
the 1955 crop, a producer must comply with all acreage allotments 
for corn, wheat, cotton, tobacco, rice, and peanuts. The objective of 
the present law, which was enacted in 1954, was to obtain greater 
compliance with acreage adjustment programs. Indications are that 
the requirement will not result in increased compliance, and several 
bills have been introduced which would amend or repeal the applicable 
law, which is section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 
The first of these bills, S. 139, was introduced by Senator Clements 
on January 6, followed by S. 443 by Senator Mundt, S. 494 by Senator 
Carlson, S. 517 by Senator Case of South Dakota, and S. 532 by 
Senator Young. These bills and H. R. 1573 were studied by a sub- 
committee which has submitted a favorable report, a copy of which is 
attached. 

Also attached as a part of this report are two reports by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on the Senate bills and the report of the House 
committee on Agriculture on H. R. 1573. 

APRIL 20, 1955: 


REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
on H. R. 1573 


Your subcommittee to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1573) to re sec- 
е за 


tion 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, having considered same, 
report thereon with the unanimous recommendation that it do pass without 
amendment. 
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This bill would repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
which was extended last year to cover all basic agricultural commodities. It now 
appears that instead of improving compliance with acreage allotments, as was 
intended, section 348 is resulting in reduced participation in soil-conservation pro- 
grams. The subcommittee held hearings which have been printed. The bill 
was favored by the Department of Agriculture, the National Grange, and the 
National Farmers Union. It was opposed by the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, which, however, recognized that some amendment of section 348 might be 
desirable. The report of the Committee on Agriculture of the House of Repre- 
sentatives on the bill and the report of the Department of Agriculture on similar 
Senate bills are attached. 

Husert H. Humpurey, Chairman. 
У. Кевв Ўсотт. 
Каві Е. Мусхот, 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, February 9, 1956, 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in partial reply to your letter of January 
19, 1955, requesting reports on certain bills relating to agriculture. We are herein 
reporting on 8S. 494, 8. 517, and 8. 532. These bills are identical and would re- 
peal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. This 
section which was amended by section 311 of Public Law 690, 83d Congress, pro- 
vides that any person who knowingly harvests any basic agricultural commodity 
on his farm, which has been determined by the Secretary to be in excess of the 
farm acreage allotment, shall not be eligible for any ACP payment. All persons 
applying for any ACP payment are required to file with the application, a state- 
ment of facts showing eligibility under this provision. 

The Department approves of this proposed legislation. At present the only 
ACP payments made are for cost-sharing with respect to conservation practices 
carried out on farms, and these payments represent only a share of the cost of 
performing the conservation measure. There was a direct relationship between 
acreage allotments and a portion of the payments made under the Soil Conserva- 
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, prior to 1944, but it no longer exists. Also, 
the present average ACP amount of cost-sharing of less than $100 is not large 
enough to be a strong incentive for farmers to comply with acreage allotments. 

The principal effect of this restriction on ACP assistance will be to discourage 
conservation on family-type farms. Since it is expected that most farmers will 
comply with marketing quota provisions, the eligibility requirement of section 
348 will affect principally farmers with corn allotments and farmers with less than 
15-acre wheat allotments. Under marketing quota requirements a farmer with 
a wheat allotment less than 15 acres is permitted to grow and harvest 15 acres of 
wheat without incurring a marketing quota penalty. This exemption, however, 
does not apply to the ACP eligibility requirement of section 348. 

Based on past experience it is estimated that there will be about 750,000 farms 
with a 1955 wheat acreage allotment of less than 15 acres. A high percentage of 
these farms is expected to take advantage of the 15-acre limit and thereby become 
ineligible for 1955 ACP assistance. It is estimated that there will be 1,600,000 
farms with a 1955 corn allotment. Based on the compliance obtained in 1954 
it is likely that up to 60 percent, or almost 1 million farms, will have excess corn 
acreage in 1955 which would make them ineligible for 1955 ACP payments. Even 
though some farms with small wheat allotments also grow corn and would be 
included in both of the foregoing estimates, it is likely that substantially more 
than 1 million farms would not be eligible for ACP payments, due to the provisions 
of section 348, 

Elimination of this entire requirement of eligibility is desirable. Its repeal 
would not require additional appropriations. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True. D. Morse, 
Under Secretary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 10, 1955. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Unitee States Senate. 


Dear Senator ELLENDER: This isin reply to your request of January 12, 1955, 
for a report on §, 139, a bill to repeal the amendments to sections 348 and 374 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, which were made by section 311 of the 
Agricultural Act of August 28, 1954 (Public Law 690, 83d Cong.). 

With respect to the effect of this bill on section 348 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, this Department recommends that the entire secticn 348" be 
repealed. The proposed bill would repeal only that part of the section which was 
added by Public Law 690, 83d Congress. If 8. 139 is enacted, the provision that 
a person comply with his cotton acreage allotment would remain in effect. It is 
the view of this Department that ACP’s eligibility should not be conditioned on 
compliance with any of the acreage allotments. The principal effect of such 
restrictions is to discourage the carrying out of needed conservation work. This 
Department therefore favors the elimination of the entire eligibility requirement 
imposed by section 348 rather than elimination of the requirement for only a part 
of the crops with acreage allotments. More details of our recommendation are 
contained in our report to you with respect to S. 494, S5. 517, and S. 532. 

The Department recommends against the provision of S. 139 which would 
repeal the 1954 amendment to section 374 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938. That amendment directed the Secretary to provide a method by which a 
farmer who overplants any basic crop allotment may adjust the planted.acreage 
to the farm acreage allotment. 8. 139 would restore, in place of this provision, 
the last sentence of section 374 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, which was similarly worded except that it applied only to cotton. 

Since the passage of Public Law 690, farmers have been expecting to be per- 
mitted to adjust their planted acreage to come within the allotment on each basic 
crop if they so desired. To change at this time, with respect to the 1955 crop, 
would lead to much dissatisfaction, misunderstanding, and administrative 
difficulty in connection with some crops, particularly corn and rice. 

The Department believes that the provision for adjusting the planted acreage 
to the allotment should be applicable equally to all the basic commodities. In our 
opinion the provision in the present law should be retained. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of thie report 

Sincerely yours, 
Eart L. Burz, 
Acting Secretary. 


Н. Rept. No. 67, 84th Cong., Ist sese.] 


The Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1573) 
to repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that the 
bill do pass. 

The purpose of this bill is to repeal section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended by section 311 of the so-called Agricultural Act of 1954. 
The present language of this section prohibits the making of agricultural conserva- 
tion program payments to any farmer who “knowingly harvests’ any basic com- 
modity in excess of his acreage allotment. 

Prior to 1954, section 348 of the 1938 act had applied only to cotton and had 
declared ineligible for ACP payments any cotton farmer who “knowingly over- 
planted” his allotment. Since there are no acreage allotments on cotton except 
when marketing quotas are in effect, and since the quota provisions themselves 
are an effective deterrent to overplanting, the provision was largely unnoticed 
and seldom used. 

The section applying this principle to all basic commodities was put into the 
1954 act in conference. There was no comparable provision in the House bill. 
Its adoption by the conferees, and subsequently by both Houses, brought about 
some entirely new, and to some extent unexpected, difficulties and conflicts. 

In order to conform to existing law relating to several basic commodities, the 
section had to be made to apply to “acres harvested,” instead of “acres planted.” 
Several of the allotment and quota provisions relating to basie commodities 
specifically contemplate the planting of acreage in excess of the farm acreage 
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allotment if the excess acres are not harvested in the usual manner but are used for 
hay, forage, or similiar purposes. 

Apparently, however, changing the аў фры to “harvested acres” has not 
eliminated the difficulties but has, instead, multiplied the conflicts and the prob- 
lems of administration. 

For one thing, strict interpretation of the provisions of the section would 
seriously retard the agrieultural conservation program. This program for any 

icular year is usually planned almost a year in advance and is authorized 

y Congress on that basis. The practices which will be approved for payment 
are normally determined prior to the beginning of the calendar year and soon 
after the beginning of the year farmers are invited to sign up for the program and 
begin to carry out the practices. Normally, they are eligible for payment for 
these practices as scon as they have been carried out or as soon as the materials 
have been purchased, and ordinarily all payments have been made by the end 
of the fiscal year on June 30. х 

If, in strict compliance with the terms of the section, a farmer must wait until 
he can certify that he has not harvested a crop in excess of his allotment, payment 
can frequently not be made until the following year, because in some areas some 
crops are still being harvested at the year’s end. 

Section 348, as amended, which would be repealed by this bill, is in direct 
conflict with the spirit of several provisions of the acreage-allotment and market- 
ing-quota laws, and with at least two other provisions of the 1954 act itself. 

The wheat-marketing-quota law provides, for example, that any farmer 
(whether he has a wheat allotment or not) may plant and market up to 15 acres 
of wheat without becoming subject to the marketing-quota provisions. It is the 
clear intent of this provision of law to permit farmers in areas where wheat is not 
a major commercial crop to plant a small acreage as a nurse crop or cover crop, 
or for feed on the farm, without penalty. Section 348, as amended, however, 
would penalize them by denying them any benefit from the agricultural conserva- 
tion program unless they did eomply with acreage allotments. 

Section 309 (b) of the 1954 act exempts from the wheat-marketing-quota law 
wheat produced in any State where the acreage allotment for the marketing year 
is 25,000 acres or less. The purpose of this provision is to liberalize the marketing 
quota law so as to eliminate useless administrative action and to permit growers 
in the noncommercial areas (most of whom produce only for use on the farm and 
send no wheat whatever into commercial channels) to produce wheat without 
regard to marketing quotas. Section 348, however, would require administrative 
action such as this provision seeks to eliminate and make the control law stricter, 
instead of more liberal. 

Section 304 of the 1954 act repealed the authority for marketing quotas on 
corn, permitting the growing of corn in excess of acreage allotments with no 
penalty other than the loss of eligibility for price support. Section 348, however, 
would add a new penalty—loss of ACP payments. 

In addition, the committee believes that this short experience with section 348 
of the 1938 act, as amended, has demonstrated quite clearly that it is wrong in 
principle. Programs designed to stabilize the price and the supply of specific 
agricultural commodities are and should be kept entirely separate from those 
programs which have as their objective the preservation and improvement of our 
soil and water resources. 

The marketing quota penalties and the loss of price supports in the case of 
acreage allotments have proved sufficient deterrents to overproduction of those 
commodities which are accorded price support in return for this measure of pro- 
duction control by farmers. Conservation programs are designed for the long- 
range benefit of the Nation as a whole. The carrying out of proper conservation 
measures may actually, in many instances, be unprofitable to the farmer who is 
working the land The objectives of this program are entirely separate and 
different from the objectives of our price-support programs and should be kept so. 

A large number of similar bills were considered а the committee in its hearings 
on this matter The bills included: 
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H. R. 32, Mr. Berry Н. К. 2544, Mr. Avery 
H. R. 461, Mr. Lovre H. R. 3130, Mr. Moulder 
H. R. 1776, Mr. Christopher H. R. 3240, Mr. Abbitt 
H. R. 1832, Mr. Polk H. R. 3312, Mr. George 
H. R. 1859, Mr. Wilson H, R. , Mr. Johnson 
H. R. 2412, Mr. Jones Н. К. 3464, Мг. Quigley 
H. R. 2415, Mr. Laird H. R. 3781, Mrs. Knutson 
Н. R. 2540, Mr. Albert H. R. 4059, Mr. Deane 
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No witnesses appeared at the hearing in opposition to the bill. Because of 
time limitations, the Department of Agriculture was not asked to submit a formal 
report but a representative of the Department testified at the hearing in support 
of the bills 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938, AS AMENDED 


[Sec. 348. (a) Any person who knowingly harvests any basic agricultural 
commodity on his farm which has been determined by the Secretary to be in 
excess of the farm acreage allotment for such commodity for the farm for such 
year under this title shall not be eligible for any payment for such year under 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended. 

[(b) Persons applying for any payment of money under the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, shall file with the application a state- 
ment of facts showing eligibility under this section.] 


O 





lea заа Ая хл দিসি a n 


Т 
the 


of t 


sam 
ame 
T 
195? 
with 
pros 
leas! 
at | 
rese) 
Тт 
shar 
bein 
effec 
24.7 
You 
will 
hard 
K 
Incr 
рога 
para 
by | 
The 
with 
Sout 
take 





Calendar No. 213 


84TH CONGRESS і SENATE і REPORT 
1st Session 


No. 211 


EMERGENCY RICE ALLOTMENTS FOR 1955 


APRIL 20 (legislative day, Aprit 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 4647] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 4647), to amend the rice marketing quota provisions 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, having considered the 
same, report thereon with a recommendation that it do pass with 
amendments. 

This bill, with the committee amendments, would (1) inerease each 
1955 State rice-acreage allotment 2 percent, (2) provide each State 
with a 1955 rice allotment at least equal to its 1950 allotment, (3) 
provide each county whose base acreage for 1955 exceeded by at 
least 2 percent its base acreage for 1950 with a 1955 rice allotment 
at least equal to its 1950 allotment, and (4) increase each State 
reserve for new producers and new farms to a minimum of 500 acres. 

The purpose of the bill is to relieve hardship resulting from the 
sharp reduction in rice acreage required by the 1955 allotment, 1955 
being the first year since 1950 for which a rice allotment has been 
effective. The national allotment of 1,859,099 acres represents a 
24.7 percent reduction from the 2,475,000 acres planted in 1954. 
Your committee believes that a more gradual reduction in acreage 
will accomplish the desired reduction in supplies without such severe 
hardship to growers. 

The committee amendments would reduce to 2 percent the 5-percent 
increase in State allotments provided by the House bill and incor- 
porate the provisions described in clauses (2) and (3) of the first 
paragraph of this report, which were taken from S. 1061 introduced 
by Senator Ellender, and S. 882 introduced by Senator Fulbright. 
The provision described in clause (4) above is identical in substance 
with S. 692 introduced by Senators Johnston and Thurmond of 
South Carolina. The purpose of the committee amendments is to 
take care of the hardships and inequities which have arisen in the 
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various rice-growing areas without unduly increasing the national rice 
acreage. 

The reports of the Department of Agriculture on 5. 1061, 5. 882, 
and S. 692 are attached. 










DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS 








DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1955. 





Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: This acknowledges your letter of February 16, 
requesting a report on 8. 1061, amending section 353 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1988, as amended, to provide that no State rice-acreage allotment for 
1955 shall be smaller than the 1950 acreage allotment for such State. 

We do not recommend passage of this legislation. 

The effect of this bill would be to increase the 1955 rice-acreage allotment for 
Louisiana approximately 37,800 acres with a corresponding increase in the na- 
tional allotment. Apportionment of the national rice-acreage allotment among 
the States is required by law to be made in proportion to the average acreage in 
each State during the preceding 5-year period, with adjustments for trends in 
acreage. In the 1950-54 period, on which the 1955-crop allotments are based, 
the national average rice acreage, adjusted for trend, was 26 percent larger than 
in the 1945-49 period on which the 1950 allotments were based. Between these 
two base periods, the average acreage planted to rice in Louisiana, adjusted for 
trend, increased Jess than 2 percent. Asa result, the 1955 allotment for Louisiana 
is smaller than the allotment for 1950. However, as compared with the 1954 
acreage, the acreage reduction for Louisiana is only 21 percent, or less than the 
To national average reduction of 24.7 percent called for under the 1955 allotment 
te program. 

In view of these facts, it would be difficult to justify S. 1061 on the ground of 
correcting an inequity. Moreover, the resulting added production would further 
widen the disparity between supplies and market outlets. 

In view of the telephone request of Mareh 18 that this report be submitted 
immediately, we have not obtained advice as to the relationship of this proposed 
legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely vours, 























True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 








DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 11, 1955. 






Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, ; 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your letter of February 2, 1955, 
requesting a report on 8S. 882, a bill to amend the rice marketing quota provisions 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 

We have no objection to passage of the bill. 

The bill would amend section 353 of the act so as to provide a 1955 rice-acreage 
allotment of not less than the 1950 rice-acreage allotment for any country (for 
which rice-acreage allotments are established for 1955) in which the 1950-54 
average planted acreage plus diverted acreage of rice, adjusted for trends in 
acreage, exceeds the 1945-49 average planted acreage, similarly adjusted, by 
more than 2 percent. Any additional acreage required to provide such minimum 
county allotments would be in addition to the National and State allotments of 
rice for 1955. 

The purpose of the bill is to moderate the rice-acreage reductions called for under 
marketing quotas for Arkansas County, Ark., and Vermilion Parish, La., which 
received relatively small allotments because of the method required by legislation 
to be used for apportioning the national allotment to the States and the State 
allotments to the counties. 
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Although there was an uptrend in the rice acreage in each of these counties 
during the 5-year base period of 1950-54, the 1955 allotments for these counties 
are smaller than those established for 1950 because of shifts in acreage as between 
States and as between counties within States. In Arkansas County, Ark., a 
relatively small allotment resulted from the sharp uptrend in acreage in other 
counties of the State, which caused Arkansas County to lose the relative portion 
it held in the 5-year base period used in apportioning the 1950 State allotment; 
and in Vermilion Parish, La., the relatively large acreage reduction required under 
the 1955 program was entirely a reflection of a smaller State allotment for 1955. 

The fact that producers in these counties are required, under penalty, to reduce 
their rice acreage below their allotment for 1950, when the total United States 
rice acreage was about 34 percent smaller than in 1954, is being construed as an 
inequity which 8. 882 aims to correct. ‘The provisions of the bill would increase 
the national rice-acreage allotment of 1,859,099 acres for 1955 by 10,220 acres, 
or less than six-tenths of 1 percent. 

Although the Department does, in principle, disapprove of amending legislation 
to make inapplicable for the benefit of certain ccunties basic legislative provisions 
otherwise applicable to all counties, disparities cf allotments between adjoining 
counties within a State are not in the interest of good program administration. 
Inasmuch as the provisions of S. 882 are limited to the 1955 allotment program 
and marketing quotas have been put into effect for the first time this year, the 
Department does not object to adjusting seeming inequities between county 
allotments for 1955 in the manner proposed. 

Although 5. 882 would principally apply to Arkansas County, Ark., and Ver- 
milion Parish, La., some very minor allotment increases would accrue from the 
provisions of this bill to the parishes of Iberville and Morehouse, La 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True Р. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 11, 1955. 
Hon, ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This acknowledges your letter of January 25, 
requesting a report on 8. 692. The bill amends section 353 (c) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to make available for 1955 in any State in 
which rice was produced in the 1950-54 period a reserve acreage of not less than 
500 acres for apportionment among farms operated by persons who will grow rice 
in 1955 for the first time since 1949. The additional acreage necessary to provide 
such minimum reserve is to be in addition to the National and State acreage 
allotments. 

The Department has no objection to the enactment of this bill because of the 
following considerations: 

The primary purpose of the bill is to give relief to South Carolina where two 
rice producers without previous rice-production history in the State established a 
rice mill. These producers produced rice in Georgia and Texas in the first 4 years 
of the 5-year period used in establishing farm-acreage allotments for 1955. Unless 
they can obtain a reasonable 1955 allotment on a new-farm basis in South Carolina 
these producers may be forced to move their mill back to Texas because of in- 
sufficient production for profitable operation of the mill. Also, other producers 
in South Carolina contend that removal of the mill from the State would jeopardize 
the entire rice industry in the area served by the mill. 

Although rice production in the United States had its beginning in South 
Carolina, it was discontinued on a commercial basis in that State about 50 years 
ago. An effort was made to revive this industry by planting about 3,200 acres 
of rice in South Carolina in each of the last 3 years. The acreage reduction 
enforced under the marketing quota program for the 1955 crop of rice may result 
in most of the rice producers having to abandon rice production in South Carolina, 
the second largest rice-consuming State of the Nation. 

The additional acreage required to be allotted to correct this situation would be 
about 1,200 acres, or less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the national rice-acreage 
allotment proclaimed. States other than South Carolina would derive small 
benefits from this bill. These States include Missouri, Florida, Tennessee, 
Arizona, and Illinois, 
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In general, the Department believes it is not раве to make special legis- 

lative provision for relief in individual cases regarding wpe allotments, since 

such legislation might be construed as setting a precedent. owever, we have no 

опросов in this case because of the peculiar circumstances involved. 

(ёй he чай of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission of 
report. 

Sincerely yours, 










True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 








CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 





In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing Lie proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 










AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 
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TITLE II—PARITY PAYMENTS, CONSUMER SAFEGUARDS, AND 
MARKETING QUOTAS 
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Sec. 353. * * + 


(c) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act-— 

(1) If farm acreage allotments are established by using past production 
of rice on the farm and the acreage allotments previously established for 
the farm in lieu of past production of rice by the producer and the acreage 
allotments previously established for owners or operators, the State acreage 
allotment shall be apportioned among counties in the State on the same 
basis as the national acreage allotment is apportioned among the States and 
the county acreage alli tments shall be apportioned to farms on the basis of 
the applicable factors set forth in subsection (b) of this section: Provided, 
That the State committee may reserve not to exceed 5 per centum of the 
State allotment, which shall be used to make adjustments in county allot- 
ments for trends in acreage and for abnormal conditions affecting plantings; 

(2) Any acreage planted to rice in excess of the farm acreage allotment 
shall not be taken into account in establishing State, county, and farm acre- 
age allotments. 

(3) Each of the State acreage allotments for 1955 heretofore proclaimed by the 
Secretary shall be increased by 2 per centum or by such greater acreage as 
may be necessary to provide such State with an allotment equal to its 1950 allot- 
ment. In any State having county acreage allotments for 1955 (i) the increase 
іп the State allotment shall be apportioned among counties in the State on the 
same basis as the State allotment was heretofore apportioned among the counties, 
but without regard to adjustments for trends in acreage, and (ti) the 1955 aliot- 
ment for any county tn which the 1950-1954 average planted plus diverted 
acreage of rice, adjusted for trends in acreage, exceeds the 1945-1949 average 
planted acreage of rice, similarly adjusted, by more than 2 per centum shali 
then be further increased by such additional acreage as may be necessary to pro- 
vide such county with an allotment equal to its 1950 allotment. The increases 
in the county acreage allotments and ihe increases in the State allotments, where 
county allotments are not determined, shall be used to establish farm acreage 
allotments which are fair and reasonable in relation to the applicable allotment 
factors specified in subsection (b) of this section and to correct inequities and 
prevent hardships. 

(4) The reserve acreage made avuilable for 1954 in any State for apportionment 
to farms operated by persons who have [not produced rice during the preceding 
five years or on which rice has not been planted in the preceding five years shali 
not be less than five hundred acres; and the additional acreage necessary to pr ovide 
such minimum reserve acreages shall be in addition to the National and State 
acreage allotments. 
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CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO THE CITY OF WOODWARD, 
OKLA. 





ApRIL 20 (legislative day, Avrit 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 998] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 998) to authorize the conveyance of a certain tract of land 
in the State of Oklahoma to the city of Woodward, Okla., having con- 
sidered the same, report thereon with a recommendation that it do 
pass without amendment. 

S. 998 provides for the conveyance of approximately an acre of the 
United States Southern Great Plains Field Station to the city of 
Woodward, Okla., upon payment of 50 percent of the appraised fair 
market value as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture. The 
tract is unusable for experimental purposes and is needed by the city 
of Woodward for the purpose of erecting a water storage tank. 

A report from the Department of Agriculture recommending enact- 
ment of the bill is attached. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of February 9, 1955, 
for a report on 8. 998, a bill to authorize the conveyance of a certain tract of land 
in the State of Oklahoma to the city of Woodward, Okla. 

The Department recuinamends enactment of 8. 998. 

The bill directs the conveyance of 0.94 of an acre more or less of the United 
States Southern Great Plains Field Station, located at Woodward, Okla., to the 
city of Woodward upon payment of 50 percent of the appraised fair market value as 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture. It also provides that the conveyance 
shall be subject to such other conditions, limitations, or reservations as the said 
Secretary may deem necessary to protect the interests of the United States. 


55006 
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The land proposed to be conveyed to the city of Woodward, Okla., is located on a 
high ridge at the north end of the field station and west of the city. It is part of a 
480-acre tract purchased in 1938 at a cost of $14,000. Prior to acquisition by the 
Government this section of land to be conveyed was the exact site of a farmstead. 
Haystacks, corrals, and building foundations disturbed the character of the soil 
so as to make it unusable for experimental purposes. Therefore, the sale of this 
land to the city of Woodward for the purpose of erecting a water storage tank in 
connection with expanding their waterworks system would not adversely affect 
operation of the station. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 


Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morss, Acting Secretary. 
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84TH CONGRESS i SENATE { REPORT 
No. 213 


Ist Session 


REAPPORTIONMENT OF VOLUNTARILY SURRENDERED 
RICE-ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


Aprit 20 (legislative day, Aprit 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany Н. В. 2839] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 2839) to amend the rice marketing quota provisions of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, having con- 
sidered the same, report thereon with a recommendation that it do 
pass without amendment. 

H. R. 2839 would authorize the reapportionment of rice-acreage 
allotments voluntarily surrendered by producers who did not wish to 
use them. This system has been used successfully in the cotton, 
peanut, and wheat programs, and is recommended for rice by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Attached are the report of the House Committee on Agriculture and 
the report on S. 883, companion bill to H. R. 2839, from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 


[H. Rept. No. 222, 84th Cong., Ist sess. 


The Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 2839) to 
amend the rice marketing provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amend- 
ment and recommend that the bill do pass, 

The purpose of this bill is to apply to the rice-acreage allotment and marketing- 
quota program an eee principle of acreage redistribution which has already 
been applied with substantial success to the cotton, peanut, and wheat programs. 

The bill simply authorizes a farmer with a rice acreage allotment larger than 
he intends to use to return voluntarily to the county committee that portion of 
his allotment which he will not use, so that it can be reapportioned to other farmers 
in the same county. The released and сорино acreage will be counted for 
purposes of “history” on the farm to which it was first allotted except that it 
cannot be used to qualify the farm for an allotment if it would otherwise be in- 
eligible because of not having grown any rice for 5 consecutive years. 

formal report on the bill from the Department of Agriculture had not been 
received at the time of the filing of this report, but the measure was drafted with 
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the assistance of Department officials familiar with the rice program, and the com- 
mittee has been acvised informally that the Department’s report will be favorable. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 4, 1955. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: This is in reply to your request of February 2, 1955, 
for a report on 8, 883, amending the marketing quota provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 

The bill amends section 353 of the act to provide, beginning with the 1955- crop 
of rice, for the voluntary surrender and reapportionment within the county of any 
part of the farm rice-acreage allotment on which rice will not be planted. Any 
allotment so surrendered is to. be regarded as having been planted on the farm 
from which surrendered, except that no farm surrendering rice acreage is to main- 
tain the status as an “old” rice-producing farm if no rice is planted on the farm 
during a successive 5-year period. 

We favor enactment of this bill. 

The provisions of 8. 883 are similar to those now in effect for cotton, peanuts, 
and wheat, except that there is no provision for surrender to the State committee 
of released acreage not needed in the county or permanent release of unused acre- 
age allotments Under the provisions of 8 883, any part of the acreage allotment 
on which rice will not be planted may be voluntarily surrendered to the county 
committee and reapportioned to other “‘old’’ rice farms in the same county on the 
basis of applicable factors set forth in the bill. 

In view of the short time available for county committees to perform the 
necessary work incident to the establishment of farm and producer rice acreage 
allotments for 1955, there are undoubtedly farms or producers in many counties 
that received inequitable allotments. Since but few counties will have sufficient 
reserve acreage to correct such inequities, enactment of the provisions of S. 883 
would be desirable from the standpoint of good administration of the program 
Additional administrative expenses would not be incurred in carrying out these 
provisions. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program of 
the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D Monse, 
Acting Secretary 
CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
aw in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938, AS AMENDED 
ж + ж { ж ж м ж 
PART V— MARKETING QUOTAS— RICE 
= ж ж ж ж 


APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


Sec 353. * * * 

(e) Any part of the farm rice acreage allotment on which rice will not be planted 
and which is voluntarily surrendered lo the county committee shall be deducted from 
the allotment to such farm and may be reapportioned by the county committee to other 
farms in the same county receiving allotments in amounts determined by the county 
committee to be fair and reasonable on the basis of the past production of rice by the 
producers on the farm or the past Se of rice on the farm, as the case may be; 
acreage allotments previously established for the farm or for the producers on the farm, 
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as the case may be; abnormal conditions affecting acreage; land, labor, water, and 
equipment available for the production of rice; crop-rotation practices; and the soil 
and other physical factors affecting the production of rice. Any allotment surrendered 
under this provision shall be regarded for the purposes of subsection (b) of this section 
as having been planted on the farm from which surrendered, except that this shall not 
operate to make the farm from which the allotment was surrendered eligible for an 
allotment as having rice planted thereon, or to make any producer thereon eligible for 
an allotment as having produced rice, during the five-year base period. 
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RICE ACREAGE HISTORY 


APRIL 20 (legislative day, APRIL 18), 1955.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Agriculture and Farestry, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany Н. ВЕ. 4356] 


The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to whom was referred 
the bill (H. R. 4356) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, with respect to rice allotment history, having considered the 
same, report thereon with a recommendation that it do pass without 
amendment. 

Rice acreage allotments may be allocated under present law to 
“producers” instead of to “farms” and several States use this system. 
Often two rice producers will combine their allotments and produce 
their crops on a single farm. In computing the history for future 
acreage allotments, such rice producers are given credit equal to 
their share of the crop rather than on the basis of their contribution 
to the acreage planted. H. R. 4356 would provide that such history 
be computed on the basis of the acreage allotment contributed, 
thereby eliminating inequalities resulting from the present system. 

The report of the House Committee on ৮৯ and a report 
from the Department of Agriculture on the bill are attached. 


[H. Rept. No. 223, 84th Cong., Ist sess.) 


The Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4356) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, with respect to rice allotment 
history, having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amendment 
and recommend that the bill do pass. 

The purpose of this bill is to remedy an existing deficiency in the rice acreage 
allotment and marketing quota law so as to permit an equitable division of rice 
production “history’’ where two or more producers combine their acreage allot- 
ments for production on a single farm. 

Because of crop rotation practices peculiar to the production of rice, the law 

rmits allocation of acreage to “producers,” instead of to “farms,” and several 

tates make their allotments on this basis. In those States it is not unusual for 
two or more producers to combine their allotments for production of a crop on 
a single farm. 
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Under the Department of Agriculture’s interpretation of the existing law, 
where two or more producers combine their acreage allotments on a.single farm, 
the “history” of that year’s crop is divided among them on the basis of their 
share in the crop, rather than on the basis of their contribution to the farm acre- 
age allotment. Since each producer’s share in the crop may have no direct 
relationship to the acreage allotment he contributed, this amendment to the law 
will permit the more equitable and realistic procedure of dividing the history on 
the basis of the acreage allotment contributed, rather than on that of the share 
in the crop. 

A formal report on -the bill had not been received from the Department of 
Agriculture at the time of the filing of this report but the measure was drafted 
with the assistance of Department officials familiar with the rice program and 
ju ее has been advised informally that the Department’s report will be 

avorable. 


Marca 18, 1955. 
Hon. Haroup Шр. Cootey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Cooter: Thisis in reply to your request of March 3, 1955, 
for a report on H. R. 4356, amending the rice-acreage allotment provisions of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 

The bill amends section 353 of the act to provide in States where rice-acreage 
allotments for the 1956 and subsequent crops are determined on a producer basis, 
that the acreage of rice on the farm for anv year of the applicable base period for 
which farm-acreage allotments were in effect be divided among the producers 
thereon in the proportion in which they contributed to the farm-acreage allotment. 
The provisions of the bill would change the method required by present legislation 
to be followed in dividing the acreage of rice on the farm among producers thereon 
for the years of the base period in which allotments were in effect. Under present 
legislative provisions the acreage of rice on the farm for all years of the base 
period must be divided among the producers thereon in the proportion in which 
-z shared in the rice produced on the farm. 

Ге favor enactment of this bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to satisfy the desires of a majority of rice producers 
in Texas and California who insist that such legislation is necessary to prevent 
farm owners from forcing share tenants to contribute rice history to the farm 
allotment out of proportion to their share in the rice crop to be produced on the 
farm. While it is recognized that the legislation as proposed would tend to freeze 
production of rice to its current pattern, we believe that this objectionable feature 
would be more than offset by the benefits which would accrue to share tenants 
from the resulting more equitable apportionment of allotments. 

Additional administrative expenses would not be incurred in carrying out the 
provisions of this bill. 

In view of the subsequent request, we have not obtained advice from the Bureau 
of the Budget as to the relation of this proposed legislation to the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Trur D. Morse, Under Secretary. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing hy proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938, AS AMENDED 
* * * * * ন্‌ * 


PART V— MARKETING QUOTAS— RICE 
* З = 
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APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


Suv. 353. * е е 

(ce) + * * 

In determining the past production of rice by producers on a farm for the purpose 
of establishing farm acreage allotments for the 1956 and subsequent crops, the acreage 
of rice on the farm for any year for which farm acreage allotments were in effect 
shall be divided among the producers thereon in the proportion in which they contrib- 
uted to the farm acreage allotment. 
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